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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying 
out his invention. 

Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

As per claim 1 , the phrase "of the type" in line 2 does not clearly define the 
architecture which the applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "extraction tool" in line 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is assumed that 
claim 1 1 is intended to be dependent on claim 10 rather than claim 1 . 

The remaining dependent claims are rejected for fully incorporating the 
deficiencies of the base claim{s) from which they depend. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The language of the claim is broad 
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enough so as to raise a question as to wfiether the claim is directed merely to an 
abstract idea that is not tied to a technological art, environment or machine which 
would result in a practical application producing a concrete, useful, and tangible 
result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. 101 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Klienman (U.S. Patent 5,724.503). 

As per claim 1, Kleinman discloses a method for analyzing text strings 
which are associated with events from electronic architecture having one or more 
entities generating the events, including processing the text strings (See 
Kleinman, Column 6, lines 45-52) and transforming the text strings to human 
interpretable statements summarizing at least one of the events associated with 
the text strings (See Kleinman, Column 6, lines 52-67). 

As per claim 2, Kleinman discloses transforming the text strings to an 
English statement setting forth one or more of problems and system health of the 
architecture. (See Kleinman, Column 6, lines 63-65). 
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As per claim 3, Kleinman discloses processing the text strings according 
to one of the entities associated with the text string. (See Kleinman, Column 6, 
lines 52-67). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject nnatter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 4 and 6-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kleinman (U.S. Patent 5,724,503) as applied to claim 2 above, 
and further in view of Bouchier (U.S. Patent 6,684,343 B1). 

As per claim 4, Kleinman discloses the limitations of claim 2 as described 
above. Kleinman does not disclose expressly processing text strings 
representative of one or more chassis code of the one entity. Bouchier discloses 
displaying chassis codes related to a number of partitions of a computer system. 
Kleinman and Bouchier are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor of managing operations of electronic system architecture. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the chassis codes of Bouchier with the step of processing text 
strings of Kleinman. The motivation for doing so would have been to collect and 
process the data which would alert the user to problems within the system. (See 
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Bouchier, Column 1 1 , lines 46-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Bouchier with Kleinman for the benefit of identifying system errors to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 4. 

As per claim 6, Kleinman and Bouchier disclose the limitations of claim 4 
as described above. Bouchier also discloses processing problem detail of thte 
chassis codes. (See Bouchier, Column 11, lines 46-50). Kleinman and Bouchier 
are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of managing 
operations of electronic system architecture. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the problem 
detail of Bouchier with the processing of chassis codes of Kleinman and 
Bouchier. The motivation for doing so would have been to collect and process 
the data specific to problems within the system. (See Bouchier, Column 1 1 , lines 
46-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Bouchier with 
Kleinman for the benefit of further identifying system errors to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 6. 

As per claim 7, Kleinman and Bouchier disclose the limitations of claim 6 
as described above. Kleinman also discloses executing an embedded program 
with an the text string, which is the chassis code as described above, included as 
an argument to further analyze problems associated with the one entity. (See 
Kleinman, Column 13, lines 53-67, and Column 14, lines 1-15). 
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Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kleinman (U.S. Patent 5,724,503) and Bouchier (U.S. Patent 6,684,343 B1) as 
applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of Marso (U.S. Publication 
2002/0078349 A1). 

As per claim 5, Kleinman and Bouchier disclose the limitations of claim 4 
as described above. Kleinman and Bouchier do not disclose expressly the steps 
of parsing the chassis codes and sequentially processing each of the chassis 
codes. Marso discloses that text messages may be parsed sequentially. (See 
Marso, Page 5, paragraph 0052). Kleinman, Bouchier and Marso are analogous 
art because they are from the same field of endeavor of processing text 
messages and statements. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the processing of 
chassis codes of Kleinman and Bouchier with the sequential parsing of Marso. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to allow full understanding of the 
message content by processing the message in a sequential order. (See Marso, 
Page 5, paragraph 0052). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Marso with Kleinman and Bouchier for the benefit of improved understanding of 
the text message content to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 

Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kleinman (U.S. Patent 5,724,503) as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Bice (U.S. Publication 2002/0188688 A1). 
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As per claim 8, Kleinman discloses the limitations of claim 1 as described 
above. Kleinman does not disclose expressly printing the statement. Bice 
discloses that notification messages can be sent via page or facsimile, both of 
which would be printed material. (See Bice, Page 5, paragraph 0048). Kleinman 
and Bice are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
processing text messages and statements. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
transforming of text strings into a human interpretable statement of Kleinman with 
the printing of the statement of Bice. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to notify the customer of the occurrence of an event. (See Bice, Page 5, 
paragraph 0048). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Bice with 
Kleinman for the benefit of alerting a user to the contents of the statement to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 8, 

As per claim 9, Kleinman discloses the limitations of claim 1 as described 
above. Kleinman does not disclose expressly emailing at least part of the 
statement to an email destination. Bice discloses that notification messages can 
be sent via email automatically. (See Bice, Page 5, paragraph 0048). Kleinman 
and Bice are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
processing text messages and statements. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
transforming of text strings into a human interpretable statement of Kleinman with 
the emailing of the statement of Bice. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to notify the customer of the occurrence of an event. (See Bice, Page 5, 
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paragraph 0048). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Bice with 
Kleinman for the benefit of alerting a user to the contents of the statement to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

Claims 10-12 and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kleinman (U.S. Patent 5.724.503) as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of Hansen (U.S. Publication 2002/0143575 A1). 

As per claim 10, Kleinman discloses the limitations of claim 1 as described 
above. Kleinman does not disclose expressly the step of acquiring the text 
strings from an extraction tool coupled to the architecture. Hansen discloses 
extracting the event lot using a feature extractor module that is coupled to the 
architecture. (See Hansen, Page 6, paragraph 0057). Kleinman and Hansen are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of interpreting 
and processing system events. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the extraction tool of 
Hansen with the text string processing method of Kleinman. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to produce a reduced data set event log and thereby 
streamline the process of interpreting the events. (See Hansen, Page 1 , 
paragraphs 0009 and 0012). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Hansen with Kleinman for the benefit of improved reading and understanding of 
events contained in the text string statement to obtain the invention as specified 
in claim 10. 
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As per claims 1 1 and 17, Kleinman discloses the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Kleinman does not disclose expressly extracting the events 
from the architecture, separating the events according to the entities, and 
transforming the events to one or more text strings. Hansen discloses extracting 
the events from the system, separating the events according to the proper 
examination record, and transforming the events into text strings called EXAMs. 
(See Hansen, Page 6, paragraph 0057). Kleinman and Hansen are analogous 
art because they are from the same field of endeavor of interpreting and 
processing system events. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the extraction process 
of Hansen with the text string processing method of Kleinman. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to produce a reduced data set event log and 
thereby streamline the process of interpreting the events. (See Hansen, Page 1 , 
paragraphs 0009 and 0012). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Hansen with Kleinman for the benefit of improved reading and understanding of 
events contained in the text string statement to obtain the invention as specified 
in claims 11 and 17. 

As per claim 12, Kleinman and Hansen disclose the limitations of claim 1 1 
as described above. Hansen also discloses accessing one or more analyzers 
that are part of the feature extractor module. (See Hansen, page 7, claim 4). 
Kleinman and Hansen are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of interpreting and processing system events. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
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combine the analyzers of Hansen with the extraction process of Kleinman and 
Hansen. The motivation for doing so would have been to interpret the events 
extracted by the feature extractor module. (See Hansen, Page 2, paragraph 
0016). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hansen with Kleinman 
for the benefit of interpreting and analyzing the events to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 12. 

As per claim 14, Kleinman and Hansen disclose the limitations of claim 12 
as described above. Hansen also discloses that the analyzers process text 
strings associated with one of the entities. (See Hansen, Page 7, claim 10). 
Kleinman and Hansen are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of interpreting and processing system events. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the analyzing of text strings associated with events of Hansen with the 
extraction process of Kleinman and Hansen. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to interpret the events extracted by the feature extractor module. 
(See Hansen, Page 2, paragraph 0016). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Hansen with Kleinman for the benefit of interpreting and analyzing 
the events to obtain the invention as specified in claim 14. 

Claim 15 is rejected on the same basis as claims 11,12, and 14. 

As per claim 16, Kleinman and Hansen disclose the limitations of claim 15 
as described above. Hansen also discloses that the system includes a software 
routine, which is included in the list of possible entities set forth in claim 16. (See 
Hansen, Page 2, paragraph 0028). Kleinman and Hansen are analogous art 
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because they are from the same field of endeavor of interpreting and processing 
system events. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the software routine of Hansen with 
the system entities of Kleinman and Hansen. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to implement the disclosed technique of analyzing system events. 
(See Hansen, Page 2, paragraph 0028). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Hansen with Kleinman for the benefit of implementing the methods as 
disclosed in claim 15 to obtain the invention specified in claim 16. 



Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kleinman (U.S. Patent 5,724,503) and Hansen (U.S. Publication 2002/0143575 
A1) as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Ciccone (U.S. Patent 
6,338,149 B1). 

As per claim 13, Kleinman and Hansen disclose the limitations of claim 12 
as described above. Kleinman and Hansen do not disclose expressly utilizing a 
graphical user interface coupled to one or more of the analyzers. Ciccone 
discloses the use of a graphical user interface coupled to a system that is used to 
display information. (See Ciccone, Column 14, lines 53-67, and Column 15, lines 
1-15). Kleinman, Hansen, and Ciccone are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of interpreting and monitoring system events. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the graphical user interface of Ciccone with the system 
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analyzers of Kleinman and Hansen. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to allow a user or system administrator to specify various options via a 
menu on the graphical user interface to change or limit the data displayed. (See 
Ciccone, Column 10, lines 29-43). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Ciccone with Kleinman and Hansen for the benefit of improving the 
display options of the system data available to the user to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 13. 

Claims 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kleinman (U.S. Patent 5,724,503) and Hansen (U.S. Publication 
2002/0143575 A1) as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of Bouchier 
(U.S. Patent 6,684,343 B1). 

As per claim 18, Kleinman and Hansen disclose the limitations of claim 15 
as described above. Kleinman and Hansen do not disclose expressly that the 
text strings include problem detail and chassis code. Bouchier also discloses 
processing problem detail of chassis codes. (See Bouchier, Column 1 1 . lines 46- 
50). Kleinman, Hansen, and Bouchier are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of managing operations of electronic system 
architecture. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine the problem detail and chassis codes of 
Bouchier with the text strings of Kleinman and Hansen. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to collect and process the data specific to problems within 
the system. (See Bouchier, Column 1 1 , lines 46-50). Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to combine Bouchier with Kleinman and Hansen for the benefit of 
further identifying system errors to obtain the invention as specified in claim 18. 

As per claim 19, Kleinman, Hansen and Bouchier disclose the limitations 
of claim 18 as described above. Kleinman also discloses that the problem detail 
includes an embedded program executable to perform further analysis of the text 
strings. (See Kleinman, Column 13, lines 53-67, and Column 14, lines 1-15). 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kleinman (U.S. Patent 5,724,503) and Hansen (U.S. Publication 2002/0143575 
A1) as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of Bice (U.S. Publication 
2002/0188688 A1). 

As per claim 20, Kleinman and Hansen disclose the limitations of claim 15 
as described above. Kleinman and Hansen do not disclose expressly publishing 
the statement in one or more of computer memory, paper form, and email. Bice 
discloses that notification messages can be published via emai, which is included 
in the list of possible publishing methods set forth in claim 20. (See Bice, Page 
5, paragraph 0048). Kleinman, Hansen, and Bice are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of processing text messages and 
statements. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine the system of Kleinman and Hansen with 
the emailing of the statement of Bice. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to notify the customer of the occurrence of an event. (See Bice, Page 5, 
paragraph 0048). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Bice with 



Application/Control Number: 09/918,425 Page 
Art Unit: 2176 

Kleinman and Hansen for the benefit of alerting a user to the contents of the 
statement to obtain the invention as specified in claim 20. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Opoczynski (U.S. Patent 5,519,830) discloses a point-to-multipoint 

performance monitoring and failure isolation system 

• Eick (U.S. Patent 5,644,692) discloses a method and apparatus for 
displaying information about a large number of entities. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number 
is currently (703) 605-1 238. After mid-October, 2004, the examiner can 
be reached at (571 ) 272-4095. The examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday-Friday from 7:00am to 3:30pm. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the 
PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have any 
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questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact tfie Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
LAR 
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